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Groton Long Point Road Bridge                     

Over Palmer’s Cove 

 

PRESENTATION OVERVIEW 

Background – October 2013 Presentation of Bridge       
Study Final Report 

Presentation of Aug. 2015 Structure Type Study Report 

o Alternative Bridge Types Considered 

o Causeway Stability 

o Roadway Project Limits 

o Location of Sidewalk 

o Relocation of Overhead Utilities 

o Bridge Vertical Clearance 

o Federal Funding Opportunity 



PROJECT AREA 



GROTON LONG POINT ROAD BRIDGE  



ROADWAY RECONSTRUCTION LIMITS 



WELCOME 

GROTON 

LONG 

POINT 

ROAD 

BRIDGE 

STUDY 

FINAL 

REPORT 

Welcome 

THE FUTURE OF THE 

GROTON LONG 

POINT ROAD 

BRIDGE OVER 

PALMER’S COVE 

Town of Groton Department of Public Works 

Presentation By:  

James  A . Platosh, P.E. 

 

October 22, 2013 

Groton, Connecticut 



Visit the website: 

GrotonLongPointBridge.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Follow us on Facebook!  

 

 

 

 

DID YOU VISIT US ONLINE? 

f 
“We want to hear from you!” 

 



BRIDGE 
CONCERNS 

CAUSEWAY 
CONCERNS 

STAYING 
INFORMED 

BACKGROUND 

Public Meeting No. 1 

August 30, 2012 

5:00 to 8:00pm 

 



 Boater Concerns 
 Vertical Clearance 

 Horizontal Clearance 

 Dredge Channel 

 Maintain Access Between March  

 and November and During  

 Construction 

 

 Bridge User Concerns 
 Widened for Bicycles and Pedestrians Safely 

 Walkway for Pedestrians 

 Children Jumping from Bridge 

 Fishing Platform 

 Water Main on Bridge is Back-up for Groton Long Point 
 

COMMENTS 



 Environmental Concerns 

 Increase Tidal Flow 

 Sediment Accumulation Causing Sand Bar 

 Withstand Major Hurricanes 

 Protect Homeowners Adjacent 

 Only Route Off Point in Emergency 

 

 Timing 

 Accident Waiting to Happen 

 Repaired ASAP 

 

 

 

COMMENTS CONTINUED…  



 Prepare Engineering Investigation and Evaluation 

of Rehabilitation Options for Bridge and Causeway.  

SCOPE OF WORK 



STUDY OBJECTIVES 

Provide Safe Bridge Crossing and Roadway 
for Vehicles and Pedestrians  

Provide Causeway Capable of Withstanding 
Storm Surge  

Provide Structure that is Economical to 
Build and Maintain  

Minimize Environmental Impacts of Project 
 

Provide an Aesthetically Pleasing Structure 
that Complements the Area  



EXISTING ROAD AND 

BRIDGE CONDITIONS 



Bridge and Causeway Built 
in 1935 

30’ Roadway 

EXISTING 

ROADWAY 

 Wire Rope Guide Rail  

 Substandard, poor 

condition 

 Not connected to 

bridge parapets 

 Minimal embedment 

due to erosion 



 Superstructure 
 Concrete Encased Steel 

Beams  

 Cast-in-Place Concrete 
Deck 

 Abutments and Flared 
Wingwalls with Stone 
Veneer 

 Supported on Wood Piles 

 Concrete Parapets 

 

EXISTING 

BRIDGE 



 Overhead Utilities 

 Electrical Feed to 

Fishers Island 

 Watermain 

 Sanitary Sewer 

Force Main 

UTILITIES 



CTDOT  
S E P T E M B E R  7 ,  2 01 2   

IN-DEPTH & 

UNDERWATER 

INSPECTION 

RESULTS 



September 7,2012 

CTDOT  

BRIDGE  

SAFET Y INSPECTION  

“…found the Bridge to be in 

poor condition  

(Overall Rating = 4)...” 

 

“…The Deck is in poor 

condition  

(Overall Rating = 4)…” 

 

 

 

 

“…The Superstructure is in 

poor condition  

(Overall Rating = 4)…” 



“…The Substructure is in fair 

condition  

(Overall Rating = 5)…” 

 

 

 

“…The Channel is in 

satisfactory condition  

(Overall Rating =6)…” 

 

“…The Approach is in fair 

condition (Overall Rating = 5, 

downrated from 6)…” 

September 7,2012 

CTDOT  

BRIDGE  

SAFET Y INSPECTION  



 Last inspected by CTDOT: 

September 7, 2012 

 

 Deck 

 Roadway surface – Cracking 

at joints 

 Underside of deck – 

Extensive map cracking 

 Rated: 4 

CONDITIONS OF EXISTING  

BRIDGE 



Superstructure 
 Concrete encased beams 

 Rated: 4 

CONDITIONS OF EXISTING  

BRIDGE 



Substructure 

Rated: 5 

 

Overall 

Condition:  

Poor 

CONDITIONS OF EXISTING  

BRIDGE 



CONDITIONS OF EXISTING  

CAUSEWAY 

 Causeway 

 Randomly Placed Stone 

of Various Sizes 

 Brush, Small Trees 

 Sand Below High Tide 

Line 



Town Engineering Division  

Hurricane Sandy Preliminary Damage Assessment Report  

HURRICANE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 

 Eroded along edge of roadway 

on southern bank of causeway 

 Struck October 29, 2012 

 No observable movement, 

cracking or shifting of 

substructure, substructure or 

roadway surface 



 Water over-topped roadway in 

low profile area west of bridge 

 

Town Engineering Division  

Hurricane Sandy Preliminary Damage Assessment Report  

HURRICANE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 



 Eastbound lane 

closed to traffic 

 Roadway 

Elevations 

 Center of Bridge: 

Elevation 9.30 

 Roadway Low Point 

(240’ West of 

Bridge): Elevation 

7.96 

 

Town Engineering Division  

Hurricane Sandy Preliminary Damage Assessment Report  

HURRICANE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 



 New London Gauging Station 

 Water level peaked October, 29, 2012 at 8:12pm 

 Water level peak: Elevation: 6.16 

 Bridge Bottom Chord Elevation: Elevation 5.72  

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION  (NOAA)  

TIDE DATA 

 Supports evidence wave 

action over-topped 

roadway 

 From 7:48 PM to 8:54 PM 

 Water Level: Elevation 6.0 

 From 6:00 PM to 10:36 

PM  

 Water Level: Elevation 5.0 



PROPOSED BRIDGE 

REHABILITATION 

ALTERNATIVES 



Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

 

 

 

 

 

Bridge   
Replacement 

Alternative 

No. 1 

Superstructure 
Replacement 

Alternative 

No. 2 

Superstructure 
Replacement with 
Pedestrian Bridge 

Alternative 

No. 3 

Bridge Replacement                 
Single Span 

Alternative                     
No. 4 

Bridge Replacement           
Three Span 

OVERVIEW 



 Must accommodate staged construction to maintain vehicular 

traffic flow 

 Must be durable in coastal environment  

 Must be economical to build and maintain  

 Separate permanent or temporary pedestrian bridge is 

required to maintain pedestrian traffic during construction  

 Reuse of some structural elements considered for reasons of 

economy 

 Rehabilitation of existing superstructure considered deemed 

impractical and uneconomical  

BASIS OF ALTERNATIVE                                

STRUCTURE T YPE SELECTION  



EXISTING 

ROADWAY 

Roadway 30’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders/Bike 

Lane 
3’ 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 

 

None 

 



Superstructure 

Replacement 

ALTERNATIVE 

NO. 1 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders/Bike 

Lane 
4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 

 

None 

 



Superstructure 

Replacement 

with Sidewalk 

ALTERNATIVE 

NO.2 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders/Bike 

Lane 
4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 

6’ 

Pedestrian 

Bridge 



Bridge 

Replacement 

and Widening  

ALTERNATIVE 

NO.3 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders/Bike 

Lane 
4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 

6’ 

Sidewalk 

 



EXIST ING 



ALTERNATIVE NO.1  - S U P E R S T R U C T U R E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  

  



ALTERNATIVE NO.2  -  S U P E R S T R U C T U R E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  W I T H  S I D E WA L K  

  



ALTERNATIVE NO.3  -  B R I D G E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  A N D  W I D E N I N G   

  



EXIST ING 



ALTERNATIVE NO.1  - S U P E R S T R U C T U R E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  

  



ALTERNATIVE NO.2  -  S U P E R S T R U C T U R E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  W I T H  S I D E WA L K  

  



ALTERNATIVE NO.3  -  B R I D G E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  A N D  W I D E N I N G   

  



EXIST ING 



ALTERNATIVE NO.1  - S U P E R S T R U C T U R E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  

  



ALTERNATIVE NO.2  -  S U P E R S T R U C T U R E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  W I T H  S I D E WA L K  

  



ALTERNATIVE NO.3  -  B R I D G E  

R E P L AC E M E N T  A N D  W I D E N I N G   

  



SUMMARY 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders 4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 

6’ Pedestrian 

Bridge 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders 4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 
6’ Sidewalk 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders 4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 
None 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 –  

Full Replacement 

3 Spans, 36’-86’-36’ 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 – 

Superstructure 

Replacement 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 – 

Superstructure 

Replacement with 

Sidewalk 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 – 

Bridge Replacement 

with Widening and 

Sidewalk 

Roadway 33’ 

Travel Lanes 12’ 

Shoulders 4’ 6” 

Pedestrian 

Accommodations 
6’ Sidewalk 



CONSTRUCTION COST  

SUMMARY 

Bridge Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE                 

NO. 1 - 
Superstructure 
Replacement 

 

 

 

$1,700,000  

ALTERNATIVE             

NO. 2 – 
Superstructure 
Replacement with 
Sidewalk 

 

$2,400,000 

ALTERNATIVE                

NO. 3 – Bridge 
Replacement and 
Widening 

 

 

$4,100,000+ 

ALTERNATIVE              

NO. 4 – Full Bridge 
Replacement 

 

 

 

$5,400,000+ 



PROPOSED CAUSEWAY  

REHABILITATION ALTERNATIVES  

  
Alternative A Placement of Additional 

Protective Stone Armoring  

Alternative B Pile Support Retaining Wall 



CONSTRUCTION COST  

SUMMARY 

Causeway Options 

ALTERNATIVE A – 
Protective Armoring 

 

 

$500,000 

ALTERNATIVE B – Pile 
Supported Retaining Wall 
to Support Widened 
Roadway 

 

 

 

$1,000,000 

































CONSTRUCTION STAGING 



CONSTRUCTION STAGING  

Objective: Maintain 

vehicular, 

pedestrian, and 

marine traffic flow 

Open New Bridge to Traffic 

Construct Stage 2 - Northerly Half of Bridge 

Open Completed Half to Traffic 

Construction Stage 1 - Southerly Half of Bridge 

Implement Alternating Traffic Flow 

Install Temporary Traffic Signal 

Construct Pedestrian Bridge and Walkway 



STAGE 1 



STAGE 2 



Driven by 

Environmental Permit 

Restrictions 

Stage 1  

First Season 

Stage 2  

Second Season 

CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 



OPEN DISCUSION  

AND  

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 

“We want to hear from you!” 

Visit the website:  

GrotonLongPointBridge.com 
Follow us on Facebook 

f 

Town of Groton Department of Public Works 
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PROJECT AREA 



GROTON LONG POINT ROAD BRIDGE  



ROADWAY RECONSTRUCTION LIMITS 



 Evaluated  

 (3) roadway structure type options 

 (3) pedestrian structure type option 

 Causeway stability analysis 

STRUCTURE T YPE STUDY REPORT               

COMPLETED AUGUST 2015 



 Superstructure Replacement Alternatives  

 Alternative SR1, Prestressed Concrete Box Beams 

 Alternative SR2, Steel Rolled Beams 

 Alternative SR3, NEXT Beams 

 

 Pedestrian Bridge Alternatives 

 Alternative PB1, Prestressed Concrete Box Beams 

 Alternative PB2, Steel Rolled Beams 

 Alternative PB3, Prefabricated Half Through Truss  

 

ALTERNATIVE BRIDGE T YPES CONSIDERED  



 Superstructure Replacement Alternatives  

 Alternative SR1, Prestressed Concrete Box Beams - $898,000  

 Alternative SR2, Steel Rolled Beams - $973,000 

 Alternative SR3, NEXT Beams - $927,000 

 

 Pedestrian Bridge Alternatives 

 Alternative PB1, Prestressed Concrete Box Beams - $417,000 

 Alternative PB2, Steel Rolled Beams - $491,000 

 Alternative PB3, Prefabricated Half Through Truss - $378,000 

 

 Cost Dif ferences between Alternatives are Negligible  

 

CONSTRUCTION COST 



 Maintain essentially same width within 60 R.O.W. 

 Start at Fisherman Restaurant 

 End at East Shore Drive 

 Provide sidewalk on one side 

 Need further study to determine North or South side 

 Maintain essentially same profile grade on approaches  

 Grade at bridge about 1 foot higher 

 

ROADWAY RECONSTRUCTION 



EXIST ING 



 Relocate Overhead 

Utilities 

 Electrical 

 Telephone 

 Cable  

 

 

 Relocate Watermain 

to New Bridge 

UTILITIES 



 Existing constructed after Hurricane                                                         

Carol (1954) 

 Revetment comprised of large riprap                                                    

(stones with dimensions of 4 -5 feet) 

 Withstood numerous major storms                                                                          

since construction 

 Numerous Nor’easters 

 Tropical Storm Irene (2011) 

 Remnants of Hurricane Sandy (2012 – Storm of Record) 

 Minor damage reported 

 Revetment will be reconstructed to support widened roadway  

CAUSEWAY 



 New revetment designed 

according to state-of-the-art 

Federal Highway guidelines 

and procedures 

 New revetment will comprise 

well-graded riprap of 

approximately the same size  

 Designed with top and toe 

embedment 

 New design considers 

projected sea level rise  

 10” of the next 100 years  

CAUSEWAY ( C O N T I N U E D )  



 Federal Funds 

 HBP / Off System Bridge STP 

 Reimbursement 

 Federal – 80% 

 Town – 20% 

FUNDING OPTION 



 Eligible Costs 

 Preliminary Engineering 

 Advertising for consulting engineer selection (RFQ/RFPs, etc .) 

 Engineering studies and inspections undertaken to determine 

whether a bridge is eligible for the Local Bridge Program 

 Preliminary surveys 

 Preliminary engineering activities, including type studies, preparation 

of project plans, specifications, and cost estimates 

 Preparation of bid documents 

 Preparation of permit applications 

 Soil borings and other subsurface investigations used for design 

 Public hearings and legal notices 

 Historical reviews and archeological studies prior to construction 

FEDERAL FUNDING 



 Rights of Way 

 Property and easement acquisition 

 Property appraisals 

 Title searches 

 Legal fees for eminent domain proceedings 

 Utilities 

 Construction  

 Construction costs 

 Temporary structures necessary to perform the work 

 Payroll costs of municipal employees directly working on the project  

 Costs generally recognized as reasonable and necessary for the 

performance of the project taking 

 Costs incurred to comply with Federal and State laws and regulations  

FEDERAL FUNDING ( C O N T I N U E D )  



 Construction Engineering / Incidentals to Construction  

 Construction inspection 

 Materials testing 

 Construction advertising 

 Construction bid review and analysis 

 Review of shop, construction and working drawings 

 Engineering support and consultation during construction 

 Inspector’s field office costs 

 Archeological studies after beginning construction 

 Construction staking and surveying not performed by the construction 

contractor 

 Other costs generally recognized as reasonable and necessary for the 

performance of the project to the standards used on CTDOT projects 

FEDERAL FUNDING ( C O N T I N U E D )  



 Advance bridge design 

 Establish roadway 

profile 

 Design roadway 

reconstruction 

 Confirm project limits 

 Determine sidewalk 

location 

 Design causeway 

stability 

 Determine project 

funding 

NEXT STEPS 



OPEN DISCUSION  

AND  

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 

Town of Groton Department of Public Works 
































